REMARKS 



Claims 3, 4, 13, 14, 23 and 24 have been canceled. Claims 1, 5, 7, 9, 11, 15, 17, 
19, 21, 22, 25 and 26 have been amended. Therefore, claims 1, 2, 5-12, 15-22, 25 and 26 
remain pending in the application. Reconsideration is respectfully requested in light of 
the following remarks. 

Objections to the specification; 

The Examiner objected to the title of the invention as being insufficiently . 
descriptive. AppUcant has aniended the title of the invention. Applicant submits that the 
title as amended is sufficiently descriptive of the subject matter of Applicant's claims and 
respectfully requests that the objection to the title be witiidrawn. 

Objections to the claims: 

The Examiner objected to claims 4 and 14 as referring to a function "cez7(9" 
without definition. Applicant notes that claims 1,11 and 21 have been amended to recite 
the features of claims 4, 14 and 24, respectively, and that these claihas have additionally 
been amended to clarify the behavior of the ceilQ function in accordance with the 
specification. Applicant therefore submits that this objection has been overcome. 

Section 112, Second Paragraph Rejection; 

The Examiner rejected claims 22 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph 
as lacking sufficient antecedent basis for the recitation "said instruction fetch logic." 
Applicant has amended these claims to instead recite "said branch prediction unit," which 
finds antecedent basis support in claim 21. Applicant therefore submits that this rejection 
has been overcome. 
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Section 102(e) Rejection ; 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-3, 5-8, 11-13, 15-18, 21-23 and 25-27 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Almog (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2004/0123075) (hereinafter, "Almog'O- Applicant notes that claims 1, 11 and 21 have 
been respectively amended to recite the features of allowable claims 4, 14 and 24 and 
intervening dependent claims 3, 13 and 23. Applicant therefore submits that independent 
claims 1,11 and 21 as amended are allowable, as are the pending dependent claims. 

Section 103(a) Rejection : 

The Examiner rejected claims 9, 10, 19 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Almog in view of Briggs (U.S. Patent No. 5,574,672) (hereinafter, 
"Briggs"). Although Applicant traverses this rejection, Applicant submits that it is moot 
in view of the amendments to claims 1 and 1 1 discussed above. 

Allowable subject matter; 

The Examiner allowed claims 4, 14 and 24. As noted above, claims 1,11 and 21 
have been respectively amended to recite the features of claims 4, 14 and 24 and 
intervening dependent claims 3, 13 and 23. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicant submits the application is in condition for allowance, and notice to that 
effect is respectfully requested. 

If any extension of time (under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136) is necessary to prevent the 
above referenced application from becoming abandoned. Applicants hereby petition for 
such extension. If any fees are due, the Commissioner is authorized to charge said fees to 
Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert, & Goetzel, P.C. Deposit Account No. 501505/5500- 
97100/BNK. 

Also enclosed herewith are the following items: 
13 Retum Receipt Postcard 
|~| Petition for Extension of Time 
|~| Request for Approval of Drawing Changes 
n Notice of Change of Address 
Q Marked-up Copy of Amended Claims 

□ Marked-up Copy of Amended Paragraphs 

□ Fee Authorization Form authorizing a deposit account debit in the amount of $ 
for fees ( ). 

□ Other: 

Respectfully submitted, . 




B Noel Kivlin 
Reg. No. 33,929 

ATTORNEY FOR APPLICANT(S) 



Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert, & Goetzel, P.C. 

P.O. Box 398 

Austin, TX 78767-0398 

Phone: (512) 853-8840 

Date: "j^l l -0 
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